
EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE:
 1—Official Business
 2—Necessarily Absent
 3—Illness
 4—Other

SYMBOLS:
 AY—Announced Yea
 AN—Announced Nay
 PY—Paired Yea
 PN—Paired Nay

YEAS (100) NAYS (0) NOT VOTING (0)
Republicans       Democrats       Republicans Democrats  Republicans Democrats
(55 or 100%)       (45 or 100%)       (0 or 0%) (0 or 0%) (0) (0)
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Grassley
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Hatch
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Hutchinson
Hutchison
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McCain
McConnell
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Santorum
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Smith, Bob
Smith, Gordon
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
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Voinovich
Warner

Akaka
Baucus
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Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
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Cleland
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Daschle
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Durbin
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Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson

Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
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Leahy
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Mikulski
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Schumer
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SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
106th Congress April 7, 2000, 9:45 a.m.
2nd Session Vote No. 66  Page S-2338 Temp. Record

BUDGET RESOLUTION/Cut Other Spending to Pay for Veterans Health Increase 

SUBJECT: Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 2001-2005 . . . S.Con. Res. 101. Craig substitute
amendment No. 3074 to the Johnson amendment No. 2934. 

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 100-0 

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. Con. Res. 101, the Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 2001-2005: will set total
spending at $1.829 trillion and total revenues at $2.003 trillion; will cut the debt held by the public (money that

the Federal Government owes to creditors other than itself) by $174 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2001 and by $996 billion over the
next 5 years; will fully fund Medicare (all of the President's proposed $14 billion in Medicare provider cuts were rejected); will set
aside $40 billion for FYs 2001-2005 in a reserve fund for legislation to comprehensively reform Medicare while providing seniors
with a prescription drug benefit; will save the entire $976 billion in Social Security trust fund surpluses over the next 5 years for
debt reduction and will enforce those savings through a 60-vote point of order; will ensure a non-Social Security budget surplus
for the third year in a row (which will mark the first time since 1947-49 that the Federal budget has been balanced for 3 years
running); will provide for $13 billion in tax relief for FY 2001 and $150 billion over the next 5 years (which will be sufficient relief
to address the marriage penalty tax, to provide increased health care access to the uninsured, to adopt small-employer tax relief, and
to expand educational opportunities); will adhere to the FY 2001 discretionary caps of $578 billion in outlays but will establish a
mechanism to adjust these statutory caps to $623 billion; will create a firewall to protect the defense budget from being raided for
other spending; and will create new points of order to limit advance appropriations, delayed obligations, and the use  of the
emergency spending designation for non-emergency spending.

The Johnson amendment would increase the budget function for veterans health care by $500 million per year. It would deny
tax relief by that amount as well in order to increase total Federal spending rather than cutting existing spending in lower priority
areas.

The Craig substitute amendment to the Johnson amendment would increase the budget function for veterans health care by
$500 million per year, and would pay for that increase by requiring cuts in other Federal spending by an equal amount.



VOTE NO. 66 APRIL 7, 2000

NOTE: After the vote, the underlying amendment, as amended, was accepted by voice vote.
Those favoring the amendment contended:

VA health care has been underfunded in recent years. Last year we took a significant step toward eliminating that underfunding
by adding $1.3 billion to the VA health care budget. The budget resolution before us, thanks to the leadership of Senator Domenici,
will add another $1.4 billion. However, according to the Independent Budget that was  produced by 40 different veterans groups
and medical societies (including Amvets, Disabled American Vets, Paralyzed Veterans of America, and the Veterans of Foreign
Wars), another $500 million in outlays will be needed each year in order to fund in full all of the medical needs of veterans. We
should provide that full funding.

We should also provide it responsibly. The Federal Government will spend $1.8 trillion next year. We think that is enough--we
should not increase total spending. The underlying Johnson amendment would keep every penny of the $1.8 trillion in spending,
would add new veteran spending of $500 million on top of it, and would pay for that new spending by denying an equal amount
in tax relief. In contrast, the much more responsible Craig amendment would require lower priority spending to be cut by $500
million per year in order to pay for the veterans spending increase. 

Most of our Democratic colleagues' proposals for new spending on this budget resolution have been a lot more focused on
denying tax relief than they have been on new spending. We do not accuse our Democratic colleagues of opposing new spending--
few of them can ever resist any chance to start a massive new Federal spending program (as long as it has nothing to do with
defense). We are only saying that their main concern is obviously to try to stop Americans from getting a refund of any part of the
surplus taxes that they are going to pay over the next 5 years. If our Democratic colleagues really wanted to fund all of the new ideas
for spending that they have been making, we think they would come up with ways to pay for them that they know that we
Republicans would accept. Democrats know full well that Republicans would agree to spending cuts in most non-defense areas--why
then are they unwilling to propose amendments that would cut from those areas in order to pay for their new proposals? In this case,
thankfully, it appears that they are serious about wanting to increase funding because they have agreed to support the Craig
amendment, which they call a "compromise" because it would pay for the health care increase by cutting other spending instead
of denying tax relief. For us, it is more common sense than a compromise. Surely we should be able to find $500 million in our $1.8
trillion budget that is wasteful spending that can be cut to pay for this health care. We enthusiastically support this amendment.

While favoring the amendment, some Senators expressed the following reservations:

The United States has a solemn obligation to provide for the health care of America's aging veterans who put their lives on the
line in its defense. In the past couple of years we have made progress toward meeting that obligation. The pending amendments
would complete the effort by bringing veterans health care funding up to the level that independent veterans groups have determined
is appropriate. Unfortunately, our Republican colleagues insisted that we pay for this increase by cutting other spending. This budget
already spends far too little--further cuts will cause further hardships in other areas. As a compromise, though, we are willing to
accept those cuts, because veterans health care funding should not be neglected.

No arguments were expressed in opposition to the amendment.


